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recreation. The much smaller CPSC differs sharp the other three agencies in two important respec does not have a single administrative head, but is governed by five Commissioners, who can make regulatory decisions only by majority vote; and Commissioners are appointed for fixed terms by t President with Senate confirmation. Before 1981 had acted on five potential carcinogens.
The four agencies have attempted to coordinat assessment activities in the past, most notably the Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group (IRLG), formed a work group on risk assessment to develc line for assessing carcinogenic risks. Assistec tists from the National Cancer Institute and th< Institute for Environmental Health Sciences, it the various approaches used by the four agencie; ate evidence of carcinogenicity and to assess r: IRLG (1979a,b) then integrated and incorporated evaluative procedures into a document, "Scienti: for Identification of Potential Carcinogens and tion of Risks,11 which described the basis for e of carcinogenic hazards identified through epid and experimental studies and the methods used f tative estimation of carcinogenic risk.
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Regulatory Statutes*
Examination of the statutes that the four agenc ister reveals important differences in the star govern their decisions. The Office of Technolc ment has summarized (Table 1-2) statutes that j the regulation of carcinogenic chemicals. In j the statutes accord different weights to such c risk, costs of control, and technical feasibil addition, different modes of regulation vary ii capacity to generate the scientific data neces perform comprehensive risk assessments.
Several laws require agencies to balance re costs and benefits. Examples of balancing pro found in the Safe Drinking Water Act; the Pede cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act; the Toxi
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*This discussion draws heavily on the Office c    Tech-* no logy Assessment report, Technologies for Pet
Cancer Risks from the Environment,   1981.